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* I hlS autablagraphy, Albert'E%nstain dzsé?lbes a serléus motivdti _
. . - “.. . Gl 13 . .: < VA :
prablem he encnuntergd dur;ng hl% SfUdﬁnt days-- h15 Phy51zs exa,lnatiénsg .

N ‘-ﬂ.i \45';,,,

fcrclng hlm to "cram‘all thl& agﬂff 1nto cne 5 hlﬂd,ywafE 5G pnp

. Y
N = %

S that afterward he cnuld n@t brlng hlmself ta eangldé% Sélen Afik pqulemé

"I @ LN

15 _3; e, E{

',_ﬂintlre year (Sé‘ilpp, 1949) v Whe&&haﬁuent ﬁq te_

¢ nh‘f’ I ,(is"'.

’ fﬂ?

Ei st31n wauld bg freed fr0ﬁ attendlng classes.
Vo 'thiésarfangement and:its bnﬂst taihisgcreatlv,ﬁy matrvaxion Fiﬂgtglni
1ater sald L ST . é Lo
. - S s 5 a é“. g i ¥
N 4 - WY
T Thls .gave: ‘one ffeednm in’ the E,ﬁlEE o 0f p f&gl&s ufft:
e T . - ) L.LLE
- . - .37-‘. . E
o o.Tewacfew months hefnre the exam natlan; a. freedaﬁawh1c§§
1;;; I enjbyed to a great exte

A
B

E

;1: ' ; fstands mainly 1n need Df freedom w1thﬂut this 1t gaes
. K g ’ - : J,.-""' = : .
tc wreck and ruin Hithout fall. ' (
. o
- (Schilpp, 194?, pi-57)= \

B

“are an elegant expr2551cn of the the

sis to be advanced here: an intrin-

’ siEgllylmﬂtivated state is conducive to CTERElVlty,iwhlle an extr1n51cally
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L mutrvated state is. dEtrlmental That is,if ﬁd1v1du31% engage 1n same

._F s # .

Lfatﬁivity'%yi ly for 1t5 own sake they will be most llkEIYREO pradu:e

e:rgatlve w _k '*If h6WEVEr they are led ta engage ;n that activity as

CEx n.,'l -

a meaﬂs ta.échlevg snme sallent extr1n51c goal the;r.creatlve perfgrmanCE’

,":'n,:‘ .. . = . 7 ’ ’
e Hlll he undermlned. o T - ' ) L
[ ' - \r'* N - . . )

The present canceptuallzatlgn of creat1v1ty prﬁposes that‘rntriﬂs;fally

hi_rzmctlvated 1ndlviduals will bé deeply 1nva1ved in the a‘thlty at ‘hand - rg—y;
s AD . = 'L s

can;ernst‘
%

fu i N

LI P
nm

%mk hlﬂeasuand miterlals because of their freednm ¥o take risks, to.explcre ﬂew'ﬂ

=5 . »

ecgﬁltlve pathways "to engage in hehaV1arsrwh1ch might nat be dlrectly 8 ijvf

- 3_5 w

.

ertinent tq att31n1n s "Solutlﬂﬂ." Sjnce they undertgek the activit T
P 8 Y _

2 : N
= .

;prlmarlly fo: the- en;cymentwof engag1 g in it, they will see the act1v1tv

i Aas mare llke\"play" than like "war}f"! Extriﬁsically mgtlvated indlviduals,

qn the Dther hand ‘will be, at some level, concerned with the extrinsig _ :

) I
o ‘g@al to be attalned and w111 thug not be as‘deeply 1nvolved in the. act1V1ty

8 =

. In . adﬂitiﬂﬁu they will fegl less Eree to engage in. risk-taking, and w111 T

therefbre rely more upcn well-worn EOgﬂIthE pathways. Flnally, since they

f
.undertcnk the act1V1ty prlmarlly for some reason extraneous ta the a:t1v1ty

- 1tself thgy will see it ds more 11ke "wark" ‘thay like "play "

Several SGELEI psycholgglcal th or 15t (Bem 1972 deCharms 1963 ;
Kelley, 1967, 19?3) havs proposed: that intrinsic motivation can“be 3ff&cted

7 ,by env;rﬂnmen%al ‘factors. They suggest that under certain cgnditions,

there w;ll be an 1nverse relatlunshlp betwaen ‘the sallent exicrnal constraints

| imposed upnn an 1n51v;du31 5 engagﬂment in an act1V1ty and that individual®s

. S ® !

1ntr1ns;c mct1Vat1mn to perform that act1V1€y Thusj if people undertake

= '

a task in the apparent absenze of external cantrols they (%md thcse who
|
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observe them) will berc31ve their behav1nr as motivated by their intrinsic

5 . . ¥ .. } -

interest in the task. Canversely, peaple wha perform an activity under.

salient.external canstralnts‘will be seen by themse&?es'(aﬁd*ﬁy.gbéérvgrsl.

By
L

~as matlvated by those cénstralnts and not hy. 1ntr1n51c 1nterest. -

= x .

1 NOthﬂtl@ﬂ

In keeping Wlth the prEValllng dEfiﬂltlQﬂ of 1ntT1n5

/ s }
-

(§ge DEEL /975) thls staté is geﬁerally presumed to be present=wheﬁ an

rnd;v1dual engages in ‘an activity lﬂgthé apparent absence Qf exterﬁal

: / " :(’L 3
. /contrals.‘ Most- recent 1ntr1n51z motiva ,reszarch his-been ccncerned : ~
oo

//w;th the "DVETJUStlflEEtiGﬂ" hypﬁth é’ “(Le pper Greene. % lebett 1973),_

'/ B e o
| derlved from the ﬂttflbutlnn Ebenrles cf‘Bem, Kelley, a nd ﬂcChaTms % ‘ B

?, $h1$ hypathegls states® EQA :lf a persnn undertakcs ‘an 1ntefest1ng tggk : Lo

;i ﬁgunder cgndltlcns whigh make salient ta him the 1Q§truméﬁtallty‘0f his

Eae

=, cal -t g & qu_, .,' . = 7 ‘sx.
- behavior as a msan5 to some extrinsic end then he w;ll show, Less iﬁtrinsiﬁ
; V y . v - v N ‘:
nterest an that act1V1ty later, when éxternal canstfa1ﬁt; ara ﬁhsent !f;é -
than a persan whquld not act Uﬁder sallent externaLfcanstraln§5. Using *. A
¥ = g
* 2 L . - - : ‘gk"'

" the canstra1ﬁt free measure oE SuhsequEﬂt lntr1n51c mat;VEtlun, results

: 8 ' *

el
0]

Ercm a!ﬁumber of studies have suppcrted this hypﬂthESIS Work by several

jfrésearchgfs (Condry, 1977% Deél, 1971, 1972 hruplanskl, 1§75 Leppgr,é“

5 a 6o ¥ A

Freenér*ﬁ Nisbett, 1973) has dem@nstrﬁ%gd thit SuhTEEtS vwho engage if;j

u

interestlng task w1t%}the pTQmISE QF TEEELV1ng a. t1 gl
I‘f >r show less 1ntf1ﬂ§lc interest in Chat task thgp subgects who
V

ble reward wnli

\

~

50 réwafdeg_‘ Other forms of extEfﬁal cantrai have!alsa bEEﬂ demon 5,5‘*',;

to decrease intrinsic motivation in a 51m1lar manner;,xn partlﬁular;»f‘F e
P 3 I , F

surveillance duflng task performqnce (Lepper & Grpeng

< d

1975) and the' =’

impgsiticn of functionally, superfluaus deadllnes (Amah1le ‘Pelong § Lgpﬁe::

. 1976) can prnduce decrements in subsequent 1ﬁter25t &ﬁbv, S R
, . e g P

nh@ut tbe EFfEEt% )

- Recerntqy, SEVEral thear{sts hnvc hegun tm speéulate
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bf EItTiﬁSlE coniiralnt upon 1mmedlate erfnrmance\ Fgr Example Mchaw

(1978) has prnpgsed

k]

a dlst;ngt;an between two dlfferent typgs Df act;v1tles

hY

1n téfms ﬁf the‘ﬂ;fEerentlal effeats ‘that extrlnsic cnnstralnt might have,

v

upun perfarmance of

al’arithmic ‘$olution

i

ﬁward

and Str: ghtf
1ﬁcreases in extrlns

heurlstlc salut;aﬁs

operatlﬁns wauld be

h}

- should be adversely

- =,

There are a han

that decremEﬂts in ¢
Al

constralnts. GE the

k%

q‘measure of creatlv

CKruglanski, Friédma

students was promised

reward was not menti

F i

thuse act1v1t;es McGraw dESEleES tasks- hav;ng B ;i"

3 i

ns as those fnr which the path to the solutlan is clear

*

ic mutlvatlﬂn. By cgﬁtrast réfeativiiy tasks require,

=,

where it is dlfflcult to. lmmed%ately determine whlch

felevant to a salution. 'Thus, creative perfarmance

afﬁgctgd by 1ncrease; in EXETIﬂSlC*mOElV&thD

El

dful of studies whlch dlrectly test the hypcth351s

reat1v1ty w1il accompaﬂy the 1mp351t1§n of extrinsic

Se, ofe was an over;ustlficatlan StUdYawthh included .~

1

1ty in 3553551ng the effects of Extflﬁ%lﬁ ‘constraints
) ¢
n, § Zeevi, 1971), In this experiment, one grcup of

d ‘a reward for participation; for a second group,

4 - .
= . =

aned Rewarded Subjects prduEEd.lESSbéreatiV§

responses (as Judged.by two IﬁdépéﬂdEﬁt raters) _during the experiment than

did nonirewaraedAsub

expressed greater en

Other studies P

”between creativity a

ehlldren made drswln
expectatléﬁ (Lepper,

there was a tendEﬂ:y

q.

bf poorer quallty (a

@

jECtSj in addition, non- rEWafded Subgects later

¢

jayment for the axperlment

rnv;de Eurthér suppart for the praposed felatlanshlp "t
\ . . Ty

i

ﬁd 1ntf1ﬁ51t mﬁtlvatlan_ In two experlments ‘where
gs undgr ¢ither reward EKpECtatIDn oT NoO reward
Greane § Nisbett' 1973; Greene & Lepper 1974) ,

for~rewarded chlldren to produce morne drinngs, but

s gudged by teacbers)f~than non- kewafded children.

W

B

performance on these taskS'Shéuld‘be enhanced by Lo
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‘5 A s;udy ﬂf the effects af rewa§H5 on problem salv1ng performance [McGraw

E McCg}iers, 1975) found that rewarded subgects tgak slgnlflcantly lﬂnger

‘ tn break set ln-solyiﬁg ‘a Luchins water-jar problem thqﬁ dld nonaTewarded
SUb]EEtS. ‘ ::' L o 1oy N ‘f . > "3  . S

< Tl

i

]

‘  ‘§ While thls regearch seems to supporgb hr.1'tr1n51:émafijaiion.yiew

nf zreatlvity, studles w1th1nﬂthe behav1arsmad1flcat10n or token- EEOﬂDmY

\ -
trad;tlnns haVe ‘obtained results thEh appear to contradlct it. In one"

B = - .
sroom. The experlmenter Explained that a word game would be played

A
éﬂd that tﬁ§§§eams would be rewarded p01nts which could win recess and

ijh Study (Flaver & Gary, 1975), children. worked in teams W1th1n th31r

&

,Eaﬂklgs fnr thé members. The students were then taught that responses to

; : )
the game questlans could be scnred accardlng to their fluenﬂy (number of

& e

diffETEgt fespﬂnses}, flexibility (ﬁumber of verh forms), elahﬂfitlﬂﬂ

'u w«

(ﬁumb%r of words pef respanse) or orlglnallty (stat15t1¢al 1nErequency of

- = == [
E J

Cnns;stent with the experlmentil hypotheses, all four aspects

s T v\

werea"dgqaﬁstrated to be under exper;mgntal_contral"} when fluency was

;“é. \ o N
‘ reuardéd Eﬁhe children were fluent; when orlqlnallty was rewarded, they

pet L v - ¥ - - . )
.

wcre af;glnél and so on. Under extinction, each- aspect fell to baseline

i

’ ar belaw ) &her studles af ﬂpsrﬂnt technlque% uSing both intefﬁubject

ey

' gnl‘bétween grnup design have demonstrated fUﬁctlonal ¢DﬁTTﬂi’over _
] Pg-u i

:rEEZLVE Eerformance (Johnson,. 1974* Halpin § Halpin, 1973; Raina, 1968).

B
e

Thus, a cursory review of ev1denca on the effect% QF extr1n51i o

o8

qﬁ%trsint on' creativity suggests-a_b351c 1ncﬂn515tency in results.

@ver]ustlflgatigﬂ studies’ have generaliy'shbwn deqlEmEnts 1ﬁ_creat101ty
e £ .

under reward CDndltlDHS* whlle behavior mod1f1cati6ﬁ-5tudies have shown
1ﬂcrements under suth caﬁdltlons However, ‘as the re%ults Df the present

study will suggest, a deeper analysis of the ‘two pafldigms leads to a
P . ga,
. - ]
o . L S

e e
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p3551ble resalutlnn ﬁf the apparent contradlctlon. jp P R

s_;_. == s Lo k . _:,Vi-
A clnser;examlnatian of the procedures uSEd in the nVEfﬁustlflcatIQn .

!ﬁﬁ F

o and behav1sf mudiflcsggnn studles suggests that tha'key to thElr apparently‘

. i :antradlctnry results may lie in the type of Lnstructlons used As

. ,

suggested by tha thearetlzal analyses of Mcﬁraw (1978) and cthers perbaps_
# ﬂ. ’ \; =
subjectz will show’ decremenig;xn creativity if extrih51t cnnstralnts are -

- ‘ - Ry
= . &

1mpa§ed unless they are\to

A .
order to examlne this hypﬂth351i, the present study attemﬁted Wﬂthlﬂ Dne
= "r R B I

‘efpefiEEﬂtal‘design,'tgishnw both decrements 1na¢reat1v1ty by an. Dver=':
. ‘ o _

specif;calhy how tu perfgrm zreati%ely. In ;7

LA

jﬂétifi:atiaﬁ procedure ‘and | nerements in creat1V1ty by a behav1or madis S

flgatlan pracedure, In the fofmer, a canstraint was lmPased upon %ub;ects'

R

engaggmént 1n the acthlty, and they wgre glven no spec1f1c performanze wﬁ-‘

-
1nstructlons- in the lattEr, the same constralnt wajgimpnsed upon subJEEEE

BES

-

v-_and they were told spezlflcqlly how to perform Etgitlveay In accnrd w1th

# .

the 1ntr1n51t mot1Vat1an model of creat1V1ty§-1t was expected that the

'S

simple_OVEr]ustiflgatlan grcups--the grcups wnrklng under extr1n51c constralni

P

without Eiplicit;instruct1nﬂs on how to perform creatlvely--wnuld Show

i

* decrements, relative to control, in both creativity and intrinsic interest.
- B R ) . 4) . ®

And, as reﬁuired—byxthe'theoréticalférpuﬁent_develéped here, it was

i ‘ =

eipezféd that, aithaugh the speclflc -instructions grcup might show an-
o I I . L »
increment in greativity cﬁmpared to its control, it should not show a

‘corresponding increment 1 intrinsic motivation, Thusj the magor purpose’
_of this study was to attempt a técnntilfatién of scemingly contradictory -

v results hy 1dent1fy1ng those 1ﬁstrugx;on11 sets under which extrinsic,
. constraint mlght undermine creatlvlty, and those under which itemight
* enhance creativity. A secondary pufpase was to demcnstfate that the'

f . ' . ’ & [y
A £ .

v ==
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;;;rggtifity shown by Subjects under behav;ur mnd1f1catinh'prccédufes is

\; ] e C . . i’ Y
d;fferent in: terms,af subjects ;1ﬂtT1ﬁ512 1ntarest frcm the‘creativ;tyzg

'7f'shown by subjectsfwarklng in the abSEﬁEE of extr1n51c cgnstra;nts.
H

' The spe21f12 extr1n51c zonstralnt employed in th1 study was the
o . A 2

b é&peatatlan of evaluatlon., Clearly, this cnnstltutes an externally-

A

1mpcsed :unstralnt wh:éh is e;trln ic tc the a:t1v1ty it 1f the : '
s :
) extefﬁal EValuat;on cf an art praduct is by no means 1ntr1n51q to the

activity of art 1tself The use uf thls partlculaf,gonstralnt 'is desirfibie

¥ K

for two reasuns. " First, expectatl?n of evaluaticn has seldam if ever,
K . a : %
g been used in prev1ou5 over]ustlflcatloﬁ rescarch. As ngted earller,
§  the’extr;n51c canstralnt usually’ employed is . the promlse af reward-

"n3§hand ,and most.lmpartant, the external evaluation of products which

,» may patentlally be creative is so commanly ‘employed in education and

other settings as to be: accepted as a fact of life, Thus, a demonstfatlon ’

Qf’detrlmental effects Df evaluation could have 51gnlflcant\practltal

. .
‘ : . &

' .implications. . » _ o . )

DR : :
U - : -7 : Mgthqd

el w ) *
5

A new subgectlve method Gf assesslng crcat1v1ty w15 dev1§ed for use in

=“ e - »

thls study. Subjécts;afe glven 1dent1¢al sets of matertals and are 1sked

B I = - .-
ta form a. zollage using these materlals in any wayathey wish. Attlsts,
y :

.

’wcrklng 1nd;v1du311y, thﬁﬂ view these artworks and 3551gn ratin gs to each
e Ceo. e

Gn>sév2far diFferént att15t1c d1men51on5 1ﬁclud1ng creat1v1g§ and technlcal

E

B v

- competence. Thgse ratlhgs were %hnwn to. hnve hlgh 1nter3udge rellahlllty,

=

[aﬂd EQEXQarlcus dlmEﬂSanS of 3udgmcnt cluster well on two. orthopanal f;cturs

&" -

ob alﬁed in factof an11y515 "EIEEthltY" and "tgchnical gacdness

'\,..

Creativity Juﬂgments were moreover, distlnct from rat1n5§ QF 11k1ng £pr o,

‘(3—!\

Q o _ : o I - ) '
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the artwarks. In addition, unlike tasks used'in previéus'éreativity

P
N

!‘-ecmplexzty)

.

given’no particulaf focus., Thus, the basic experlmental design was a

o _  5;7 o L AT
L o) . -
assassment pfncedures, the prodUctlan of cullapes dges ‘not appear ‘to - :
iy ‘g
depend’heav11y upun 5pec1al;zed skllls - Thus, thlS task is more amenable :

s

5

to-sho wlng matlvatlan basgd perfonmance dlffEfEnﬂES ' R
. I ,e‘,
The extr1n51t constraint 1mp055d upaﬁ exper1mental grnup qubjects in

s

this experlment was the expectatlon of external evaluat1gn' cantral g oup

subjects were told ﬂathing.abnut evaluatian. W]thln each level Df

1

evaluatlnn expectatlon, subgezt% were asked to focus upon Elther the
B L

technical aspects’ of the gct1v1ty or the’ :reatlve aspects or they were‘

2 x 3 factorial: 2 1evels of evaluatlnn (No Fvaluatian Evaluat1qn)

ﬁressed W1th 3 levels of. focus (No T@cus Teahnlcal Fncus Cféﬁtivity-

i;Facus)D Two addltlanai evaluatlnn grcups werg 1nc1uded as "beltavior

i - N
modifiﬁaticn" groups: a Technlcal Focus group in which subjects were told

5pec1f;cally which tezhnlcal aspects would he~ev§1uated Cafganis@;icﬁ; S
B . -é B

- neatness planning, halance representat1nn11l5m .ﬂgd EXpTESElOﬂ of - ;

P |

meanlng)

. E

wh;ch great1y1tyﬁaspe¢ts wguld zﬁsevaluated (novelty oF idea, naveltYfﬂf

'mQtErial use, effort ev;dent varlatlan in shapes, asymmetry;’detall and 

a

These d1men51on5 were. drﬂwn from the factor anaLy%15 of
: 7

Judgméﬂts der1Vedhﬁurlng pretestlng. Thus, the. Technlcal Focus "behav1or

-

*modifizétlan".grcup was told to cancéntrate on thcse aspects whlzh predlcted

R

Judggg ratlngs of teahnlcal ‘goodness, and ‘the Cféativity F@Eus-"behav1cr

as told to cancentrate on those aspects whlch predlcte

W

modlflcataen" group W

L]

Judges' ratings of creat1v1ty, 3

ts were 95 women enrolled in the Introductory Psytholngy taurse:

at St??f@rdeﬂiversity. ¢ o i

Subjec

, and a Creativity Focus grouP in whlch SubjEEtS were told specifi;illy ‘



_ratlngs fcr each of the creat1v1ty dlmenqlons », novelty of mate

Means for this ccmp351te ‘measure agé”preseﬁted in TabIE\l “An overall

was statistically si gnificant, F(6,84)

B(i,88) = 45.81, p= 001, .

,}1{;01? indeed, §P15 group is higher than any other on judgEd creat1v1ty
’ ’ P .

L Resu1t5=' o ' ' e _ !gr‘;

5

It was expected that with the EXCEPthﬂ nf tHE "speclflc cre tiv

instructlcns" gruup, the artwcrks produccd by subgects who expecte‘*

fevaluat;on wauld be Judged lcwgr on creat1v1ty thﬂn;the artworkg produced by

4

subjects #hu did not expect evaluatinn . Judge:- ratlngs on crent1v1ty and

the siX'trentivity campanenf dimenslons'strongly Support th1s hypathesés

¥ O -

A ccmp651te creativity measure was fcrmed by CDmblﬂlﬂg the norm

uge,

(_.

¢ .

novelty of idea, effart evident, variation oF shapes deta1l, and complexlty;

=

¥

analysls bf variance. for the seven g:pups excludlng\the "SpElelC

creativity instructigns" group (Fvaluation Spez1f1c Creat1v1ty Focus)

n

12.13; Iléiﬂﬂl. Thus, a planneg-

cantraét was . performed on-. thesa seven groups to test the hypothesis that

F

control graup% (nnnevaluat1on) were ]udged hlphar on treati&i;? thanf

experimental groups (evaluatlon) This contrast wa's clearly significant,
. S S o

.

ThlS paﬁ}ern is borne out by a series nf paired compﬁrisons between
cantral groups and the releVﬂnt experlmental groups. As éxpeited, only

when evaluation subjects are glven speciflc 1nstru@tlcn5 on h@w to make:a

=

Cr&ative design da they prcduce artworks Judpcd as ;1gn1f1cantly more

reative than thcsé of ﬂnnevaluatlan suhjects. The'meanfratgd.2feativi y
e H - . {

fnr this 5pec1f12s1n5tructlnns group (Fvaluatlnn 5peu1f1c Creativity Focus) ™

. is 51gnlflcant1y higher thaﬂ that of the relevant control, t(14) = =3_88, =

In all other cases, the ngnevaluatzﬂn groups are 51gn1flcant1y hlgher on
N ,

for the No Fccus'

h:ﬁv’

judged treat1v1ty than the cgmpirﬁhlg eyaluatlon groups:

- . : A it L .
. . Lo = o - o .
e ‘ Y 2 e . “
. A o 2 )
, S . : -
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Present *-
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Table 1 : R
Mean Judge Ratings of Creativity. . N
. Instruct;ang Facus 3 .

- No Technical Creat VLty Technical® Creativity

Focus . Focus = Focus Focus, :'ﬁ

O 1

.356 181,160 SRR EE

. -

These nUmbers are the means of com p ‘tESTQF six

’narmallzed cgmpanents of creativ;ty whi'ch clustered

on the factﬂf anélys;g. := ' R
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e

-graups (NQHEValuat1ansﬁo focus vs, Evaluation- Nc Focus), t(14) = 9 44,

;14.601; Eér the Technical Fo;us groups s «(No neva1thlon=Te¢hn1cal Focys

Evaluatlun‘Technlcal Fgcus), t(14) = 2;074, IléiDG; CNcnevaluatlgnﬁ
- »

_Tgchnical Focus VS, FValuation Spéclflﬁ TEChﬂlCal Fagus), t(14) = 3;62,'

_254 Gl and fDT.thE CTEBthlty Fgcu% graups (Ncnevaluat1on Crgat1V1ty

LR

Fncus Vs, Fvaluatlon Creat1v1ty Fccus),a@(14) 3.79, ;1{ .01,

I

tered to subjects just

-

i

Several 1tém5 on a qugstlcnnalre admln“

prior to debrlgfing were lntended to measure the1r attltude towards

Y-

the art aat1v1tyi A compo51taﬁlntr1ﬂ31c 1ntercst measurerwas Formed

using“sﬂxvcf these 1tems* all six lnaded higher than .;O on, the-

1nterest" factar cbtalned in a factar analyﬁls of questlonn2lre ;tem%
W ey :

and they all=tnrrelated slgnlflcantly with one anothéfi_‘The coﬁp@s;te

9 e
scares wgre ﬁmrmad by flrst normal;z;ng scores on Eath of the six 1tem5

addiﬂg the z-score s of the first f1vg items far each sub]ect and sub-

£ _ o e,
L ) e . . . G i
tracting théuzsstare*of the sixth item, and Einally’d;v1ding each

subject's sum by six.

i

“Means far thlS compa51te measure are presented in Table 2. . It

was Expected that, overall, the COH@T&I‘FFDUPS (nanevaluat1nn) WGuld he

~evaluatdon expéctatian_
L hH

.

e Lk
erlmental graups (Evaluatlcn}

hlgher in self rated interest than thesé,f

Recall that, om tgg creat1v1ty mcasure “the ”specific‘creativity

'1nstruct10ns" grauﬁ (Evaluat1aﬂ %peclflc Freat1v1ty Fncus) was expected
L o o

- to be an excgptlon ta the general pattern. Thls ‘exception was not -

predlcteg on; the 1n;zln51c 1ﬂteTESf Teasure however., Qn the cnntrary,
‘?
it was expectedﬁghat even thaugh the "SpEg%gEg'CTEQt1V1ty 1nstruut10ns"

subjgzts mlght exhlblt superior creat1V1;y in: accard w1th th21r task

instructions, their 1ntr1n51c interest wduld st111 be undermined by

*

[

"lﬁtTlnSIC



. VTEblE 2

"/

. Mean Self-ratings of Intrinsic Interest

¥y, s T

Ldl

i - ’ L - = - '=,.. i
.+ Instructions Focus )

o ' o - L 5 . . ‘specific
Evaluation: * - Technical Creativity Technical
F ' 1+  Focus ~ Focus . Focus Focus

.294 <. =,059

222 207 -.568

ST Note: These. numbers are the means of composites of

measures of intrinsic interest which clustere

factor analysis of questionnaire items.

.

ERIC | B T
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.'Specifié
Creativity
Focus

-.158

six normaliged
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= i'- . . ) ‘ :13i>

= B

- . ‘ , o T
This overall pattern.af TGSUIES was, in fagt, ohtained_, An analysis

of variaﬂce on all eight group% YIEldEd a Slgnlflcant ‘overall effett

F(7, 87) 3'2.68 p <.025, and a plinnad contrast testing the %p221f1c

trend of nanevaluatlcn groups being hlgher on intrinsic interest than

‘evaluation groups‘was Statlstlcally significant, F(1,87) = 4, 08 p <.05.

_ In ~compar son with the crcativitf results,. however, the intr1n51§

1nterest results are nat as’ strang_ “Iggeed only twor experlmental ccntrol ,

palred comparlsons are 5tat15t1cally s;gnlflcqnt that gor the two

s

No- Focus ngUp% (ncnevaluatlon Nﬁ chus vs. Fvaluatlan No Fncu%),

=

t(22) " 2.07, Eﬁé .05, and that for*Ehé-SngiFic'Techni:al‘Fchs group

and its control (Nonevaluatian -Technical Focus vs. Evaluation-Specific -

‘Technical Focus), t(22) = 2,77, p <.02. : .

Nespite the failure of specific coﬁpafiSQﬁs, howéver,tthe§DVETall
planned contrast suggeéts thétwit is reasonable to, assert that_iﬁtrinsiz
intefest vés undermined by eﬁaléatign expectation in this study. This
result is partlcularly 1mp§rtant when the two ''specific instructions”
gfoﬁps are ccnsidered: althnugh the tEEhnlEal 1n5tru tions 'rgup
‘(EvaluationeSpegifi; Technical Focus) was very high on rated technical

gpadnessj,and the creativity instfu;tians gtoup (Evaluatioﬂ!SpeéiEic
Creativit} Focus) was very high on creativity, both of these gfaups #ere
quite low on intrinsic interest, In other words, asipredicted, the
"specific creativity instruétinﬁs" group (Evalua%ianaSPEéifiz Creativity
Focus) did not exhlblt a hlgh level of intrinsic interest to mitch its

high level vacreétivity. Thus ‘while intrinsic interest generally

corresponds with rated creative performance in the:ather groups, the two

- do not seem to be in correspondence_for the group that produced creativity

O

ERIC”

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y
on demand.
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:

iﬁstructionalvsets the Expe

i

decrements in creativity--wa

- in the evaluat10n EOﬂstlOﬂS

'ﬁheératiéal;analysiS'prESEnt
instructions'" evaluation group (Evaluation- %peclflc Cr21t1V1ty Focus)ﬁ

.t
was higher than its nonevalu:

the present results suggest

contradictory findings on th

by the overjustification. and

¥
The-behavior delflcati

creat1v1ty can he 1ncreased

mance. This conclusion, cle
view of creativity: that th

as rewards or external evaluj

The key .to the reconciliation

:

of the instructions given.
ereative" performance depen
set-breaking--some level of

the imposition of salient ex

motivation, will result in lc

necessitate a spontancously

degree of ambiguity--a nonob

(1978) terms, it must require

The main hypnthesis of the present studya-thit under nonspECIEiéf

Discussion . i co S

ctation of external evnﬁuat;on wil

ead tD ' . -///
:§ : * § .

5 Strongly 5uppdfted by the artlst Judges'

}atings of creat1v1ty Whether subjects were given no pﬂrtlcular Focus ' t /
a téchnigalrfo;gs ‘or a creativity focus in th31r instructions), %ubjectsi
were, Qverail rated lgwer on :reativicy ;

than %ubJezts‘ln the- nonévaiuéﬁzon Eondltlons.jifﬁ keeﬁing with thé;i iAi

'

ed Earller, only the ”EPECIFIE crcatlvrty

ation control on rated creativity, Thus,
a racongiliation between the seemingly

e effeet of constraint on creativity pr0v1dc

%ehavior modification literatures.

n studies appeared to demonstrate thét o -
the offer of rewards for zreativé ﬁerfnré

:rly, :ontradlct%'the intrinsic mnt1Vit1oﬂ

impo on of extrinsic constraints (suzh : . w5

B
\

tion) can lead to decrements in crcat1v1ty
n lies in the naturé of the task, and the nature
In accord with the present thesis, if a

ds upon some degree of risk-taking and

production béyond the obvious and commonplace--

trinsic constraints,'establishing an extrinsic
ower 1eﬁels_of gfeativityg In order to

creative performancé, a task must have some .

vious solution or method-of approach. (In HcGraifg

e a heuristic rather than an algorithmic solution.)

PN
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"_.m_;-u.vmﬂ =

wanted ta dEanstrate that "fluency" was under axperlmental cnntrol

they told the chlldren that they would be re

s . o R S TR T

A = I SR

This was cléarly nat the c se ‘in the behavior mod1f1cat10n studies c1tcd o .

7 =

earlier, and it was not the case in tﬁb."speciflc,creat1v1ty instructions' y

condition in the p%esent study..
The behavior modification studies, for the most paft: used verbal

tests of crgat1v1ty- Tkéjlnstruﬁtlﬁns glven to chlldren uﬁder reward "; : .

E

zonditlons in those studles effectlvely eliminated any,imblgulty about

- PR - . P

what constltuted a good ("creatlve") perfarmance if the expefimen;grs N

o= :
o= - 4 . ot B

numbers of ideas_ Not at all remarkably, chllﬂrcn ptaduzgd large 5\5’

vihéklﬂSﬁrUEtanS

numbers Qf ideas under these ﬁDndltlQﬂS And, 1pparﬁnt13,
e; o .3’ )

‘given to the "speclflc creat1v1ty 1nstruct10na" gréup 1n tﬁs mresent study

N

also succeeded in reducing the amblgulty in the task subJects were:’ told
to come up with a novel idea, to use the mqterlals n1;!$ove1 way, to make
a detailed and complex design, and~sc on., Since, as was ev1dent from

, N
pretest results,. judges considereq” camplex, detﬁlled deslgn% with novel

s e
* )

ideas and novel use of mitETlalS o be Eatlve this group achlevaﬁ

very high creativity scores. ‘What is crucial here is that, within the

_same expgrlmental d351gn when subjects were given evaluation instructions

but not told spe§1€1cally what to do, their creativity was dramatically

" lower, And, when subjects did not exﬁect evaluation, their creativity

remained high--no matter what they were asked to focus on.

Taken together, the creativity! technical,gaédness, and intrinsic
, ‘ FTINS1 L

o

1nterest results suggest a coherent pattern: in the absence of a SpEEifiG

fﬂcus pe ople may be less :reat1VE, less technlcally comﬁetent and less

nterested in an activity if they are led to engage 1n it -under the‘sallent

® .
B .

expectation of external evaluatione—a situation whiﬁh\isﬁxepeatea many

. 7'7 -



L N ;; : ’ - - ) : . - =
o SRR - T P
. o . L R
B J
51ness&5 and numernu& nther settings,

H S

tlmes ever) day in €1§3§raam5 and bu
Thisjresul would obtain, of course, ﬁif&latiﬂﬂ to Dtth g ple who
»enJaged in/ the same intrinsically interesting activity without éxpecting' _ :

=
i

evaluation in any salient fashion. If'pEDPIEraféLEEKEd to gohceﬁtratg'an?

ﬁrodﬁ%ing a technicalty good result, they may be more technically competent

=

“under evaluation exPEctationg but they will still he less crgsgive and less

W ! s

interested than those not expécting evaluation. .And, if’pEDﬁlé are asked

“to ﬁonceﬁtrate on prnduclng a cfeatlve result, they may be more §Teative

i

under evaluatlan condltlgns==but aﬂly if they \re iald exqctly what_ to do

to be creative, and they will be less technlcally competent than those
‘not expegtlng t@ be evaluated. Fln—allyj those warklng underAa creativity
Evaluatlﬂn expectation may be less 1nterested in the act1v1ty, espec1ally

}

-

if they are given explicit instructions. I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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